The Massachusetts Correctional Institution at Norfolk is a medium security, male institution which was officially opened in 1931. In its physical environment, it is more suggestive of a college campus than of the traditional stereotype of a prison. The men live in dormitories which are built on the perimeter of a large, open quadrangle. The original goal of this type of architecture was to create, as much as possible, an atmosphere of community life. ' The Department of Correction is selective in choosing the inmate population of mc-Norfolk. Men are not committed there directly from the courts, but are transferred after a careful screening process. Therefore, the population tends to include the most hopeful inmates in terms of rehabilitation, as well as the best behaved inmates in terms of institutional adjustment, who are committed to the supervision of the Department of Correction. It need hardly be pointed out that one of the above characteristics does not necessarily imply the other. In 1964 the average daily population of mc-Norfolk was 802. 2 It seems dear that every inmate who is released ' For an interesting history of the early development of MCI-Norfolk, see ComuoNs, YAKUB, & POWERS,
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from mcI-Norfolk-or from any correctional institution, for that matter-does not have the same likelihood of becoming a recidivist. Some inmates serve their time and are never again returned to a correctional institution. Others are returned over and over again-truly "hard core" recidivists. Therefore, in terms of research interests, policy considerations, and parole decisions, it would seem quite worthwhile if categories of individuals along a success-failure continuum could be established. Such categories would indicate what type of inmate would be most likely-and what type would be least likely-to become a recidivist. Further, several intermediate categories would be provided, which would be associated with varying gradations of probable recidivism or non-recidivism. The derivation of such categories-called base expectancy categories-for a sample of mcI-Norfolk inmates is the goal of this report.
The derivation of base expectancy categories has been carried out for samples of inmates in other Massachusetts Correctional Institutions. Metzner and Weil have established such categories for a sample of inmates released from mtcI-Concord, a maximum security institution for younger male offenders. 3 DeVault and Haughey conducted an initial and a validation study geared to derive the base expectancy categories for parolees from .ici-Framingham, the institution for female offenders. 4 Likewise, the present writer carried out an initial and a validation investigation which focused on the derivation of base expectancy categories for drunkenness offenders at mciFramingham.' Since drunkenness offenders are not paroled-i.e., they have no formal supervision following release--and since they were considered to be a special category of offenders, it was felt that the latter study would provide important complementary data to the DeVault and Haughey study. At any rate, the important point here is that the present report should add to a growing body of data relative to recidivism in various Massachusetts Correctional Institutions. (It should also be noted that a study aimed at deriving the base expectancy rates for mcr-Walpole, a maximum security male institution, is planned for a subsequent report.)
Uses of Base Expectancy Categories. Before presenting the findings of the Norfolk study, it was felt that it would be useful to consider briefly some of the major uses of base expectancy categories. These categories may be utilized as an aid in decision making-especially with respect to parole decisions. Also, they provide the necessary base information for empirically evaluating the impact -of treatment programs or, more generally, of any policy innovation. Further, they can give an indication as to what type of individual is most likely (as well as what type is least likely) to benefit from various treatment programs. The -relevance of base expectancy categories to parole decisions will be discussed first. It would seem that the base expectancy categories would have an important role to play in the. context of -parole decisions---especially since the majority of inmates are released on parole from BicI-Norfolk. (In the.present sample, 76% of the ..inmates were released on parole.) However, the exact nature of the role to be played by the base expectancy categories in parole decisions should be specified here. It should be stressed that these categories are meant to serve as a helpful supplenent in this decision making context. They constitute only one aspect of the overall decision making process, and should not be construed as a sub- stitute for the other important factors involved in this process-e.g., the insight which parole board members have acquired with experience, the particular circumstances surrounding each individual case, etc. In connection with this point, Sheldon Glueck has written: It needs to be emphasized because it is too often overlooked by critics, that the creators of prediction devices do not urge that such tables be applied in any mechanical routine fashion; they are adjuncts to -both the individual case history and individual experience of the parole board member.
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A key advantage of the use of base expectancy categories in the area of parole decisions is that they introduce an objective factor into what is, in general, a subjective decision making process. Often parole decisions tend to be based on "common sense" or on the hunches of board members or other administrative personnel. These categories, on the other hand, provide empirical data which may be useful in terms of incorporating a certain degree of objectivity into the context of parole decisions.
Another feature of base expectancy categories with regard to parole decisions is that they may spotlight some salient factors which parole board members might otherwise overlook. It may happen that some factors might become unduly overemphasized or underemphasized. The base expectancy categories point out those variables which are most powerful in terms of discriminating between probable recidivists and non-recidivists. Finally, these categories may serve as a guide to the intensiveness of supervision on parole. For example, those with a low probability of recidivism will generally not require as intensive supervision as those with a high probability of recidivism.
The foregoing discussion suggests some possible advantages of the use of base expectancy categories in parole decisions. Attention will now be directed to the use of these categories relative to the evaluation of treatment programs or policy changes. As an illustration of the importance of the base expectancy categories in this area, the writer will cite how useful he found them to be in the evaluation of the impact of the group therapy program for drunkenness offenders at mc-Framingham.Y The initial evidence in this investigation showed that the recidivism rate of group members was significantly lower than that of non-members. However, a check of the base expectancy categories indicated that those subjects who were most likely to be non-recidivists were the ones who tended to participate in the group therapy program in the first place. Thus, it was not clear whether the lower recidivism rate of group members was due to the impact of the treatment program or to the process of self selection. But, since the base expectancy categories spotlighted which were the most powerful variables in terms of discriminating between recidivists and nonrecidivists, it was possible to readily determine which variables should be controlled in comparing members with non-members. Therefore, by matching group members with non-members on these highly predictive variables, a more meaningful picture of the impact of group therapy emerged. Further, this procedure enabled the researcher to indicate what type of individual would be most likely to be helped by group therapy and what type would be likely to do just as well (or just as poorly) without it. Also, by deriving the base expectancy categories for the group members alone, the description of the type of individual most likely (and least likely) to benefit from participation in the group therapy program was further clarified. An overall result of this enterprise was that a target group was provided, so that if group therapy leaders were to become more selective in choosing members, they would have a good idea of what type of individual would be most appropriate for selection.
grant for Alcoholics, Massachusetts Division of Legal Medicine, mimeographed (1965).
METHOD
The Sample. The sample consisted of all inmates who were released from McI-Norfolk between January 1, 1960 and December 31, 1960. There were 371 subjects released during this period. Of these, nine subjects were known to have died during the four year follow-up period. Eight of the deceased were dropped from the sample. The ninth was included as a failure since he was shot in a holdup attempt. Thus, the total number of subjects in the study was 363.
Of the total 363 subjects, 141 (38.8%) were committed for offenses against person, 121 (33.3%) for offenses against property, 56 (15.4%) for technical parole violations, and 45 (12.4%) for combinations of offenses or other offenses. Table  I presents a more detailed breakdown of the offenses for which the individuals in the sample were committed. This table also gives a preview of the findings of the study inasmuch as the recidivism rates for each type of offense are included.
The mean age for the sample at the time of the present commitment was 30 years, with a range extending from 13 to 65 years of age. In terms of race, there were 299 (82.4%) whites and 64 (17.6%) non-whites. The mean length of the present commitment was 2 years, 2 months, and 5 days. For a more detailed description of the sample, see Table v , 1-14. Although these tables are primarily designed to show the significance of each variable in terms of the power to discriminate between recidivists and non-recidivists, they also provide descriptive data on the sample for each factor that was analyzed.
Data Collection. Data for this report were collected by members of the social service staff at AicI-Norfolk under the direction of Mr. Ray Brennan. The variables analyzed in this study were the same as those used in the Metzner and Weil study at McL-Concord. These included: age at present commitment, age at first arrest, number of prior arrests, prior penal commitments, type of present offense, length of present commitment, institutional conduct, home contacts during commitment, race, behavioral disorders, military record, type of release (i.e., paroled vs. discharged), type of home to which released, and community to which released. It is noteworthy that these variables include information about the subject prior to his present commitment (e.g., military record, previous arrests and penal cornVol. 58 mitments), during his present commitment (e.g., institutional conduct, home -contacts), and after his release (e.g., type of release, type of home and community to which released).
Definition of Recidivism.-Of crucial importance in this study is the definition of recidivism. For this study any subject who was returned to a Federal or State Prison, or to a County House of Correction or jail for 30 days or more was counted as a recidivist. The follow-up period was four years. The following table (Table n) gives an indication of the time within which the 198 recidivists were re-committed. Table ii indicates that almost 6 out of 10 subjects who will become recidivists within four years do so within one year of their release. The majority of these recidivists (62.9%) were parole violators. The table also shows that just about half of all the recidivists (50.5%) were returned to the correctional institution as parole violators.
It should be noted that, as a yardstick for measuring success or failure upon release from a correctional institution, the recidivism rate tends tends to be rather problematic. For example, an individual must be caught in some criminal behavior or parole violation before he is counted as a recidivist. Also, the term recidivism encompasses a wide range of behavior in terms of the degree of seriousness that is involved. An ex-inmate may be returned to prison for a petty, technical parole infraction or for the commission of a major felony. Despite these limitations, the recidivism rate,tends to be the most objective and clear-cut criterion for distinguishing between so-called "successes" and "failures". Therefore, recidivism was used in the present analysis as the basis for the derivation of the base expectancy categories. In order to keep this point in mind, the terms, recidivists and nonrecidivists, will be used instead of the less appropriate terms, successes and failures, in the .analysis that follows.
Statistical Analysis. The primary statistical tool used in this report is called successive dichotomization. According to this technique, the sample is divided into two subgroups for. each variable that is included in the analysis-e.g., for the factor, age at present commitment, the subgroups might be those 29 and yonger vs. those 30 and older. Then, a recidivism rate is derived for the two subgroups of each variable. The variable whose subgroups discriminate best between recidivists and non- recidivists is selected, and the procedure is continued with the subgroups until the N's become too small to produce meaningful results. In order to determine the variable whose subgroups were most discriminating on each breakdown a chisquare was computed. That variable whose subgroups resulted in the most significant chi-square was selected on each breakdown. It should be noted that by the use of this statistical technique, only the most discriminating variable is selected on each breakdown. Therefore, it is possible-especially on the first breakdownto overlook a variable or variables which, although not the most discriminating, might be quite significant. To avoid this pitfall, chi-squares will be presented for each variable on the first breakdown of the sample into the various subgroups. Thus, the relative power of each variable to discriminate between recidivists and nonrecidivists will be spotlighted.
RESULTS
The recidivism rate for the entire sample was 54.5%. Table ni presents the data which have been analyzed by the technique of successive dichotomization. Eight categories with return rates ranging from 0.0% to 79.4% were derived from the following predictive variables: (1) age at present commitment, (2) prior penal commitments, (3) type of offense, and (4) age at first arrest or length of present commitment. These eight base expectancy categories are given in Table   IV .
In Table v , 1-14, the chi-squares are presented for the first breakdown. Note that seven of the fourteen variables analyzed discriminated between recidivists and non-recidivists at a statistically significant level. These factors are, in order of their significance: (1) age at present commitment, (2) prior penal commitments, (3) age at first arrest, (4) number of prior arrests, (5) institutional conduct (6) type of offense, and (7) behavior disorders (e.g. alcoholism, drug addiction).
These data indicate that age at present commitment was a very significant variable. For example, Table in shows that age was the most powerful variable in terms of discriminating between recidivists and non-recidivists on the first breakdown, and again on the third breakdown for those 30 years old and older. Since this factor tended to be so salient, some further statistical analyses were carried out on it.
Table vi shows that the mean age of recidivists (26.9) was significantly lower than that of nonrecidivists (33.6). Such a difference is so striking that the probability of it occurring by chance is less than one in a thousand-i.e. p < .001. Table vi gives a more detailed comparison of recidivists and nonrecidivists in terms of age.
In this table the proportion of recidivists and nonrecidivists in several age categories are compared. Some interesting findings emerged from the development of this table. For example, it was discovered that slightly over half of the recidivists (51.0%) were twenty-fiveor younger at the time of their present commitment, while only; about onethird of the non-recidivists (33.0%) fell into this age range. Also, it was found that about one out of five non-recidivists (20.7%) were forty-five or older, while only one out of fifty of the recidivists (2.0%) were in this category.
In terms of type of offense it was found that sex offenders (against minors) had the lowest recidivism rate (26.8%). The highest recidivism rate was discovered to be associated with property offenders (including auto theft, but not forgery). The return rate of this group was 66.3%.
Another variable of interest here is the length of the present commitment. As was pointed out earlier, the average length of commitment for the 
63.5%
Total Group N = 363 54.5% return N = 63 61.9% N = 68 79.4%
* When age at first arrest conflicts with length of present commitment, the former variable should be used in ranking subjects since it is, in general, a more significant factor.
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overall sample was 2 years, 2 months, and 5 days. The average stay in prison for the recidivists was only 1 year, 10 months, and 25 days, while that of the non-recidivists was 2 years, 6 months, and 5 days. Thus, on the average, the recidivists were incarcerated for seven and one-third months lessthan the non-recidivists.
This finding has some important implications in terms of Donald Clemmer's concept of "prisonization"--i.e. the process by which-the inmate learns the prison culture. One aspect of this notion is that the longer an inmate is kept in prison, the greater will his own criminality be reinforced and deepened because of a more prolonged interaction with other inmates and exp6sure to criminal values. Therefore, it would follow that the longer an individual is kept in prison, the more likely is he to become a recidivist. But, the data of this study ixndicate that the opposite is actually the case.-What seems to be called for, then, is a more qualitative analysis of the behavior patterns of the recidivists vs. the non-recidivists during their stay in the correctional institution, rather than merelycounting the days they have spent in prison.
DISCUSSION
Some of the results have been discussed briefly thtis far. An attempt will be made now to suggest some general interpretations of the findings. For example, inspection of Table iv indicates that there is . a substantial gap getween categories four and five. In fact, this gap is so considerable that it tends to dichotomize the sample into two general categories; a "good risk" category and h "Poor risk" category. The overall recidivism rate for the 116 subjects in categories i-4 was 26.7%, while that of the 247 subjects in categories 5-8 was 67.6%. It is rather striking that the entire sample could be divided into two general cqtegories with such divergent recidivism rates. It would be interesting to discuss the possible generalizations that might emerge from such a finding.
The most crucial variables in terms of predicting recidivism or non-recidivism were found to be the combination of age at present commitment and prior penal record. • When age at first arrest conflicts with length of present commitment, the former should be used in ranking subjects.
are quite likely to be non-recidivists: Further, Table III indicates that the older they are, the less likely are they to become recilivists. (In the present sample, none of the 22 subjects who were 41 or older and had no previous commitments were recidivists.) On the other hand, th6se who are relatively young and who have been previously committed to a state or county correctional institution are likely to be recidivists. Finally, the data in Table v show that those who are older and .have had previous commit- ments, as well as those who are younger and have had no previous commitments, have recidivism rates very close to that of the overall sample. How are these findings to be interpreted? One possible interpretation may be that the older group which has had no previous commitments has really internalized conventional, rather than criminal, norms and values. The fact that they have reached at least their 30's without "serving time" may support this contention. Therefore, one would conclude that they would not be likely candidates for recidivism. On the other hand, that younger group which has had previous commitments might be considered to have internalized criminalistic, rather than conventional, norms and values. The fact that they have not yet reached their 30's and have already "served time" previously might be considered evidence in support of this hypothesis. Therefore, it would follow that this group would be likely to have a high recidivism rate.
Another possible interpretation of this finding might be that those who were older and had no previous commitments might simply have been "smarter" in terms of avoiding arrest and/or conviction that the younger group who had previous commitments.
These data lend themselves to at least one other interpretation-one which follows from an orientation that is currently gaining considerable support in the sociological literature on crime and deviance. This frame of reference focuses on the "labeling process" as a crucial factor in the development of a criminal career-i.e., if a person is defined or labeled as a criminal early in his life, and this definition is frequently reinforced by some kind of special treatment, then he is likely to become a criminal. The familiar notion of the self-fulfilling prophecy is relevant here. Also, a key factor in this orientation is the self concept. The general idea is that when an individual defines, himself in terms of the label of "criminal" which others have imposed upon him, he bases his behavior on this self definition or self concept and, thus, is likely to engage in criminal behavior. This brief statement obviously does not do justice to this orientation which tends to have a good empirical, as well as theoretical, base.'
The question is at this point whether or not treatment that are part of the label of criminal. Thus, it is likely that they have incorporated the definition of themselves as criminals and have based their behavior accordingly. They would, therefore, be likely to become recidivists. As for the younger group who had no previous commitments, it is noteworthy that one of the two discriminating variables on the third breakdown was age at first arrest (categories 2 and 6 of Table iv). Those in this group whose first arrest was not until they had reached their twenties had a relatively low recidivism rate (26.3%.) Their counterparts whose first arrest came while they were teenagers or younger had a relatively high recidivism rate (63.5%). Therefore, it is likely that the "labeling process" began earlier in their lives for the latter group so that they would have been more likely to have already accepted the self concept of a criminal.
This general interpretation also seems to fit that segment of the sample which was 30 or older at the present commitment. The data indicate that the older they are at the time of their first commitment, the less likely are they to become recidivists (categories 1 and 3). In terms of the interpretation being suggested here, it would be hypothesized that the later in life that the "labeling process"--with its concomitant assault on the self concept-is initiated, the less is its impact with respect to influencing recidivism. Categories 1 and 3 lend support to this interpretation. Also, categories 4 and 7 suggest it, although in a very indirect fashion.
In conclusion, it should be stressed that the foregoing interpretation was not presented as the most logical nor the best one possible. The attempt to apply a theoretical framework to a set of data in an ex post facto manner, as was done here, is never a completely sound enterprise methodologically. In fact, almost any reasonable interpretation would not be invalid when applied in this ex post facto fashion. The above interpretation was suggested in this report because it is based on a theoretical frame of reference which tends to be coming to the fore in the current sociological literature on crime and deviance.
SUMMARY
The base expectancy categories for a sample of 363 mcI-Norfolk inmates have been presented. In the course of the report some possible uses of the categories were mentioned. Also, some of the generalizations which tended to emerge from the derivation of the base expectancy categories were suggested. As a final point, it should be emphasized that these categories should be checked periodically because a change in the inmate population or a policy innovation of some kind might alter the significance of the variables included in the base expectancy categories.
